
PROBLEMS OF A NEW EXECUTIVE

BY EDMUND P. LEARNED

THE arrival of a new executive
in an established organization
is usually an event of consider-

able importance — both to the man ap-
pointed and to the company he joins.
What is the impact upon the admin-
istrative relationships already existing?
How can the outsider find his place
and become fully effective in the execu-
tive structure? How should he conduct
himself to achieve that end? How far
should he be helped by his superiors
or others to make his adjustment to
the new situation?

These questions deserve answers.
They represent problems which not
only occur frequently in business but
are vastly more important in their total
impact upon an organization than the
frequency of their occurrence would
indicate. They afford subtle, yet very
real tests of executive skill, both for the
new man and for the organization which
he joins.

To a large extent the answers to these
questions depend on still more funda-
mental questions as to the executive
attitudes and assumptions which char-
acterize the existing administration of
the company or which the newcomer
brings with him. The attitudes admin-
istrators reveal in their day-to-day
work and the assumptions administra-
tors make or appear to make regarding
people and events always have much
to do with the effectiveness, efficiency,
and morale of the organization. In-
deed, there is some evidence that they
are often controlling. In the circum-
stances surrounding the introduction

of a new executive they are particularly
likely to be critical.

The purpose of this article, however,
is not to come to complete and gen-
eralized conclusions about the problems
of a new executive. Rather it is to look
at some specific business situations
which have raised questions along this
line, primarily for the sake of the ques-
tions themselves. If we find some clues
to workable suggestions in the process,
so much the better.

The situations or "cases" which we
shall consider are three in number.
(All three cases are disguised to protect
sources; all names are fictitious, and
dates have been shifted slightly; the
situations themselves are maintained.)
The first case, drawn from the Dash-
man Company, follows upon the in-
troduction of a new central vice presi-
dent in charge of purchasing into a
large manufacturing company charac-
terized by decentralization of manage-
ment functions. The other two cases
are from the Dixie Company — a manvi-
facturer of electrical equipment largely
dependent for its success upon the work
of specialists in electronics, electrical
engineering, and pure physics — one
centering on the problems a new prod-
uct-development manager faces as he
seeks acceptance by the top-manage-
ment team of which he is supposed to
be a member and by the other de-
partments with which he has to work,
and the other describing the behavior
of a new chief engineer who must
organize a new department and make it
useful.
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Inasmuch as the ptirpose and the con-
tent of this article may differ somewhat
from the usual pattern, several ex-
planatory remarks are in order before
we proceed to the substance of the in-
dividual cases and to the detailed ques-
tions they raise. First of all, the use of
cases is not a device whereby I try to
infiict my answers on you. Nor are the
cases merely examples of occurrences
which illustrate some point I want to
talk about. Rather, they are facts such
as almost anyone in a business organi-
zation observes firsthand. I hope the
article will be a fact-exploring adven-
ture which you and I can share to-
gether.

Fact exploring of this kind can be
exciting, and I only ask that together
we try to observe the reactions and
interactions of the people and events
unfolded in the three cases, and note
the values attached by different partici-
pants to the behavior of other people
in the situations. I sincerely urge you
to reach your own conclusions about
the meaning of the events described,
and to accept or discard — as you please
— such tentative interpretations as I
make.

Because an article of this sort can-
not reproduce the whole case, it is pos-
sible that my selection of data, despite
care to make it a fair representation,
may prejudice your conclusions. But
in any event it is not our purpose to
judge a man's total capacity on so lim-
ited a sample of his executive behavior
as is revealed in these cases. We are
more interested in grasping the signifi-
cance of his behavior and attitudes for
his organization and in gauging their
effect on the people concerned. The
hope is that our discussion of the facts
will contribute to an understanding of
people in organizations and suggest
measures for minimizing the frictions

which inevitably occur among people
who have a job to do together.

Dashman Company
Tbe Dashman Company was a large

manufacturer of many types of equip-
ment for the armed forces of the United
States. The purchasing procedures of
its 20 plants — all located in the Middle
West — had never been completely co-
ordinated. The head office of the com-
pany, in fact, had encouraged each of
the plant managers to operate witb
his staff as independent units in most
matters. Late in 1940, when it be-
gan to appear that the company would
face increasing difficulty in securing
certain essential raw materials, Mr.
Manson, the company's president, ap-
pointed an experienced purchasing ex-
ecutive, a Mr. Post, to assume a new
vice presidency in charge of purchas-
ing.

One of Post's first decisions was
to begin the immediate centralization
of the company's purchasing proce-
dures. He decided that he would re-
quire each of the executives who
handled purchasing in the individual
plants to clear all purchase contracts
in excess of .1to,ooo with his office. He
felt that if the head office was to ac-
complish coordination helpful to each
plant and to the whole company, he
should be notified that the contracts
were being prepared at least a week
before they were to be signed. He
talked his proposal over with the presi-
dent, who presented it to the board of
directors. The board approved the
plan.

Although the company made ptxr-
chases throughout the year, the begin-
ning of its peak buying season was only
three weeks away at the time this new
plan was adopted. Post prepared a let-
ter to be sent to the 20 purchasing
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executives of the company. The letter
follows:

Dear :
The board of directors of our company

has recently authorized a change in our
purchasing procedures. Hereafter, each of
the purchasing executives in the several
plants of the company will notify the vice
president in charge of purchasing of all
contracts in excess of } 10,000 which they
are negotiating at least a week in advance
of the date on which they are to be signed.

1 am sure that you will understand that
this step is necessary to coordinate the
purchasing requirements of the company
in these times when we are facing increas-
ing difficulty in securing essential sup-
plies. This procedure should give us in
the central office the information we need
to see that each plant secures the optimum
supply of materials. In this way the in-
terests of each plant and of the company
as a whole will best be served.

Yours very truly.

Post showed the letter to an assistant
and invited his comments. The as-
sistant suggested that since Post had
not met more than a few of the pur-
chasing executives, he might like to
visit all of them and take the matter up
with each of them personally. Post dis-
missed the idea at once because, as he
said, he had so many things to do at the
head office that he could not get away
for a trip. Consequently, he had the
letters sent out over his signature.

During the two following weeks re-
plies came in from all except a few
plants. Although several executives
wrote at greater length, the following
reply was typical:

Dear Mr. Post:
Your recent communication in regard

to notifying the head office a week in ad-
vance of our intention to sign contracts
has been received. This suggestion seems
a most practical one. We want to assure

you that you can count on our coopera-
tion.

Yours very truly.

During the next six weeks the head
office received no notices from any plant
that contracts were being negotiated.
Executives in other departments who
made frequent trips to the plants re-
ported that the plants were busy and the
usual routines for that time of year
were being followed.

Looking behind the formal acquies-
cence of the plants, can you see difficulty
in the plant managers' accepting Post's
move as a part of the standing company
policy? Had they expressed a need for
centralization of purchasing proce-
dures? Did they realize that such a need
existed? Did, in fact, sucli a need exist?
Or why did Post receive formal replies
which were never folloxved up by the
kind of action he wanted? Was this re-
quest ignored merely because of the im-
minence of the peak buying season?

The attitude of the plant managers
seems significant. The very simple de-
cision to rearrange procurement pro-
cedures and policies in order to make
ready for a special war emergency in
plenty of time may have l)een the act of
a foru'ard-looking president, but it may
also have been a bombshell for his or-
ganization. The plants were the doers,
and they were relatively autonomous.
Suddenly one of the bastions of their in-
dependence — tlie freedom to act inde-
pendently in purchasing — came under
attack from tlie home office. Witliout
prior consultation the liome office as-
sumed the responsibility for policy and
operation in this area. The plant mana-
gers may ha\e been uncertain about
what their fu.iire relationsliip to their
own purchasing agents was to be. The
plants had experienced no need for the
new position. If any of them had been
stymied in their jobs and already
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brought face-to-face witb tbe need for
help in the higher echelon of manage-
ment, they surely would have welcomed
the chance occasioned by tbe letter to
lay their problems before Post. They
presented nothing to him.

What about Post's assumptions? He
may have assumed tbat the president
and the board understood his purchas-
ing problems when they approved his
plan. Perbaps they did not. He may
have thought that the approval of bis
plan by the board gave him effective
authority to put it through, that a state-
ment of that authority would result in
obedience. Apparently, be further as-
sumed that the interest of each plant
would be the same as tbe interest of the
company as a whole. He did not seem
disturbed by the possibility that a one-
way communication in a letter in this
stage of acquaintance with the organi-
zation might not be so good as a two-
way communication made possible by
a personal conference. He underesti-
mated the task of getting started. He
sent out instructions with a minimum
of explanation.

In replying to his assistant's sug-
gestion that he go into the field. Post
assumed — if we may presume to put it
in words for him — that "what I think
is important actually is important." Is
this an attitude of arrogance, or is it
solely an indication that he had many
things to do? Whatever the answer, the
effect on the receiving end of tbe com-
munication is fairly clear.

Post may have assumed also that a
major break in the continuity of the
decentralization policy would be under-
stood correctly by plant managers with-
out explanation. No matter what Post's
assumptions were, a serious breakdown
of communication occurred in the ac-
tual situation. The plant managers and
the plant purchasing agents had, as a

whole, not indicated actual acceptance
of any of the functions which Post, with
the concurrence of his superiors, had
laid down for himself.

Examination of Post's actions pre-
sents additional assumptions which
may have prompted his ineffectual be-
havior and reveals certain of his under-
lying attitudes. This list may be un-
kind and perhaps unfair, but it is
suggestive of some of the reasons he
did not get better results.

Post behaved as if be thought he
knew what the purchasing problems of
tbis company were and would be. He
did not ask for the opinions of experi-
enced subordinates who had been in full
charge of the purchasing function in
their respective plants. Post assumed
that he had the right answers for these
problems, that a dollar dragnet would
brinor them to his attention for solution,
and that his new subordinates in the
plant had nothing to contribute either
to the statement of problems or to their
solutions. In other words, he thought
he needed no help.

Ftirthermore, Post acted as if he be-
lieved that subordinates would accept
his authority and follow his instruc-
tions; that purchasing agents and plant
managers would have the same con-
ception of Post's job that Post had; that
a week's warning on contracts of | io , -
000 or more was enough notice to make
him useful to the purchasing agents.
Or Post may have assumed that all
purchasing agents worthy of their hire
would know that a week's notice was
only a way of getting background in-
formation to the new boss: that they
would immediately supply the infor-
mation in order to help the new ex-
ecutive.

This type of behavior reveals an at-
titude of self-importance and a failure
on Post's part to recognize that men of
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top stature and responsibility have
pride in their work and want an oppor-
tunity to show their capacity in the
company. It also demonstrates his
complete lack of comprehension of the
major change in policy involved in the
new relationships.

Dixie Company: I
Starting years ago as a small busi-

ness, the Dixie Company had prospered
because of the reliability and dependa-
bility of its products. The management
had grown up with the company. The
corporation, ably supported by its own
director of research, had benefited by
the technical revolution. Like its com-
petitors, the company had grown
rapidly during the 1930's and spurted
ahead during the war period.

Tlie top-management organization
consisted of Mr. Eaton, the president;
the vice president in charge of sales;
the vice president in charge of produc-
tion; and the treasurer, who also \\-as a
vice president. The rapid growth in
business had increased the burden of
coordinating the major departments.
The top officials were unable to initi-
ate and follow up all the necessary re-
search on market potentials, manu-
facturing costs, or margins involved in
appraising fully the desirability of add-
ing a new item to the company lines.
Nor could they devote the requisite
time and energy to the multitude of
administrative details involved in ex-
pediting a product througli all steps of
experimental design, full-scale produc-
tion and promotion, up to the time
when the product could be considered
firmly established in the company's
manufacturing and marketing depart-
ments.

Product development in the Dixie
Company was complicated by continu-
ous pressure from the sales department

to gain an initial competitive advantage
by being the first to make a new item
available. This eagerness was countered
!)y the cautious insistence of the research
staff that a thorough, time-consuming
experimental job be completed first.
To resolve such confiicts and to deal
with all the related problems the man-
agement decided to establish a new
prcxluct development" department.

To head the new department the
Dixie top management chose a liighly
successful line executive from a t;om-
pany in another industry, Mr. Gardner
by name, who had extensive experience
in market research, sales promotion, and
product development. Gardner's de-
partment was to report to tlie president
and was to carry the responsibility for
coordinating the development of prod-
ucts. But Gardner was not made a
vice president of the company.

In liis initial interview, the presi-
dent explained Gardner's duties to him
as follows:

Your principal function will he to co-
ordinate and expedite all the phases of
the business related to these new prod-
ucts. When a product proposal gets to
the point of putting money into plant
facilities, we of the Management Commit-
tee want to turn to you for a balanced
appraisal from a top management point
of view regarding the project. It is not
your job to originate projects, but to study
them on our behalf from the standpoint
of scientific basis, stages of experimental
development, end uses, market surveys,
competition, plant investment, profit mar-
gins, and the like. You will bc> coordinat-
ing the work of the staff and line depart-
ments on product developments until a
project is approved. After a product is
authorized, you will expedite its develop-
ment, manufacture, and sale until it is
going commercially. Your activities will
cut across the work of all departments.
but you will not absorb their responsf-
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bilities. You will take authority and re-
sponsibility on behalf of tbe top manage-
ment for getting a project through. You
will examine the basic problems, fix re-
sponsibility for their solution or for recom-
mendations, coordinate the work of all
agencies, and do this witbout upsetting
tlie organization. Your work may be re-
sented by some who fail to see at first
the function you are performing and feel
that you are encroaching on their re-
sponsibilities, but we'll solve those diffi-
culties when we come to tbem.

The new product development man-
ager needed to reflect upon the presi-
dent's directive. In order to assess his
assumptions and attitudes we too should
try to interpret Eaton's directive. What
does the job involve? What does Eaton
mean by "coordinate," "expedite," "ap-
praisal from a top management point of
view"; "not your job to originate or
. . . to absorb responsibilities [of other
departments]"? What does he mean by:
"You will take authority and responsi-
bility on behalf of the top management
for getting a project through. You will
examine the basic problems, fix re-
sponsibility for their solution, or for
recommendations, coordinate the work
of all agencies, and do this without up-
setting the organization."

The new job is obviously a tough
one, requiring the highest degree of
administrative as opposed to technical
skill. If administration is primarily the
process of getting work done through
the integration of many hands, then
Gardner's mission is primarily admin-
istrative. He must fit together the work
of others with respect to policies, prod-
ucts, facilities, procedures, investments,
inventories, training, and devise sched-
ules so paced that profitable products
are manufactured to meet present and
potential market demands.

Questions which Gardner might have

asked himself when he undertook this
particular assignment were: Do mem-
bers of the top-management committee
have a common understanding about
the functions of the new department?
How will I find out? Do I make product
policy or preside over its making? With
whom will I work, and on what? How
many of the vice presidents and depart-
ment heads are informed about the
purpose of the new department and its
relationship to their duties? How can
they contribute to the success of the
company's program? How can I fit to-
gether the work of others without doing
the original work?

Note that Gardner was instructed
by the president only in general terms.
He was left to make his own way over
uncharted territory in which many con-
fiicts would have to be brought into
balance with or without the consent of
the department heads accustomed to
operating without a product develop-
ment department. When numerous
people have overlapping interests in a
project, different opinions among them
may retard cooperation. The depth of
feeling and the extent of departmental
loyalty may make resolution of con-
fiicts difficult.

Another danger which Gardner had
to guard against was his own back-
ground as a line executive. He was ac-
customed to making final decisions. It
is not easy for a man to shift from a
position of authority for making poli-
cies into a pattern of leading a group to
joint recommendations or decisions.
Gardner could find it difficult to refrain
from giving orders to the expert heads
of departments who knew more about
their own jobs than he did. When such
department heads desire to make their
contributions to the company their own
way, and when seniority has given them
ideas about their importance and status
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in the company, a newcomer is likely
to have trouble if he does not give
weight to their points of vie^v. As a
former line executive now leading a
group, Gardner might well be re-
quired to equip himself with a new
set of administrative practices made
appropriate by the combination of
logic and sentiment in the new situa-
tion.

Let us examine some of Gardner's
first moves. He began at once to organ-
ize and staff his own department.
Making use of the company's organiza-
tion manual department, he prepared
a complete list of his functions for pub-
lication in the manual. Without ado
he announced by this means that he
would, among other things, correlate
and direct all matters related to the
establishment of new products by the
company, survey and analyze sales pos-
sibilities and determine sales potentials,
make initial sales of new products be-
fore relinquishing them to the sales de-
partment, steer new products through
the company, and integrate the efforts
of all company departments concerned
with new products. Gardner decided,
furthermore, that it was desirable to
work out product policies for classes of
products before taking up any product
within a class.

During the months devoted to these
activities, other departments com-
plained to top lrtanagement that Gard-
ner had taken action without clearing
it with them. Gardner himself believed
that he could not make progress in his
job until a fully detailed list of pro-
cedures — equivalent to the functions
already published — could be worked
out and put into force by the manage-
ment. Six months after his appoint-
ment he had by no means achieved
company-wide acceptance of himself
and his department, and the develop-

ment of new products was no more
under control than before.

Did Gardner's first moves contribute
to his lack of success? The forthright
phrasing of his departmental functions
in the organization manual prior to
mucii actual n-ork on specific projects
with other departments coulcl easily
have led to misunderstandings which
miglit not always be stated. The phrase
"correlating and directing . . . the es-
tablishment of new products" could
easily cause a loyal subordinate of the
production or sales vice president to
say: "The new guy thinks he's the
whole cheese. My boss made this com-
pany. We got along before he arrived,
and we can get along after he leaves.
We'll see how far he gets in directing."

Some of Gardner's other phrases
could well have raised departmental
eyebrows. "Determining sales poten-
tial" could be properly a function of the
marketing department rather than the
work of a coordinator. Gardner may
have ignored existing routines in the
organization and the ambitions of
people in various departments.

Gardner made no genuine effort to
obtain the assistance of other major
department heads in formulating the
list of functions for the new depart-
ment. He was unaware that these other
department heads might consider the
new department as overlapping their
activities. These departments had been
"in business" many, many years; they
had establislied routines of doing work;
and in all probability the senior heads
of these departments expected the new-
comer to seek their advice and cooper-
ation. Gardner made no effort to
understand the activities of these de-
partments and their relationship to his
office but, instead, worked relatively
alone in listing his own department's
functions. He may have made trouble



Problems of a New Executive 369

without knowing it and created re-
sistance to what others felt as usurpa-
tion when that was not intended.

Why, we may ask, did Gardner in-
sist on formulating policies before
handling particular cases cooperatively
with other departments? Will a gen-
eral policy determine the best way to
handle an individual product, or should
the "best" way to handle particular
products eventually build up a general
policy? Should one work from the ab-
stract policy to the detailed applica-
tion, or should one experiment with
specific cases in order to formulate
a broad, over-all policy? Gardner fol-
lowed his own logic to the limit and
thereby disturbed other executives who
were devoted to their particular logics
and routine patterns of doing things.
His adherence to his own views on pro-
cedures and methods of getting things
done left him essentially helpless. His
pet ideas of administration did him no
good.

Gardner's attitudes toward other
people were a genuine handicap. He
conveyed a sense of authority and posi-
tion and did not reveal an attitude of
humility which inspires cooperation.
His early quest for authoritative poli-
cies, procedures, and clear definitions
of functions, though easy to under-
stand, may not be well founded in ex-
perience. The attitude which he took
toward his fellow executives seems to
have had a very substantial bearing on
their reaction to him and on their will-
ingness to cooperate wholeheartedly
in determining and carrying out com-
pany policy with respect to coordina-
tion of product developments.

Dixie Company: II
Contrasting attitudes and assump-

tions were made by a new chief engineer
in the Dixie Company. His approach

was quite different from that of Gard-
ner. These differences reveal the sig-
nificance of assumptions and attitudes
to management accomplishments.

As a result of the growth of the com-
pany, the management decided to en-
large and reorganize its engineering
activities. The new chief engineeer, a
Mr. Kirkland, had to merge the elec-
trical engineers, formerly responsible
to the director of research, with four
other engineering departments, which
previously had reported individually to
the vice president in charge of produc-
tion. These four were the industrial
engineering group, the mechanical en-
gineers, the construction engineers, and
the maintenance engineers. One man
had headed two of these departments.
Two more men had headed the other
two. All three men and their organi-
zations were assigned to the new chief
engineer. The problem was further
complicated by the fact that the electri-
cal engineers had not wanted to join
the department; their transfer had also
been opposed by the director of re-
search. Each engineering group was
impressed by its contribution to the
company, but the electrical engineers
plainly regarded themselves as the
elite.

When Kirkland was employed as
chief engineer, the president gave him
very broad general instructions. He
was to avoid duplication of'effort, to
improve the previous lack of coordina-
tion and poor allocation of work.
Eaton said, "We want to accomplish
changes by evolution rather than by
revolution. We can't be sure of each
step toward our ultimate goal, and to
freeze a procedure or policy before it
is seasoned would be bad business."

What is the significance of the presi-
dent's behavior in assigning both Gard-
ner and Kirkland to their jobs with

Outside the department he followed up formulate a plan from the one event
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high-level blessings but general and
possibly vague directives? Was Eaton
deliberately requiring his new execu-
tives to demonstrate their mettle by
undertaking themselves the concrete
definition of their responsibilities and
obtaining acceptance thereto from their
working colleagues?

Whatever the president's design in
giving both Gardner and Kirkland
broad areas of responsibility, bis be-
havior in doing so is not at all unusual.
Its consequence, at least for these two
new men, is a freedom from the handi-
cap of specific instructions which might
have prejudiced their developing sound
working relationships in the process of
solving the problems which would soon
come into their purview. However,
a company may run a very considerable
risk that the new men will not make
smooth adjustments to the organiza-
tion. True, as a hard-boiled way of de-
veloping executives the method used
by the president may be wholly satis-
factory. The man who can make the
adjustment himself is likely to be better
than the one who needs assistance. On
the other hand, such tactics can lead
to serious disruption of activities and
much frustration on the part of all ex-
ecutives involved in cooperative work
and adjustment.

With the stated purpose of creating
a competent organization, the chief en-
gineer physically consolidated all en-
gineering functions. The newly merged
departments moved into a new build-
ing. Minor problems of adjustment to
the new space setup appeared at once.
The head of the industrial engineering
group, whom Kirkland placed in charge
of laying out the new offices, planned
to avoid the use of cubicles for indi-
vidual engineers. Although the use of
glassed-in space was common in other
company office buildings, he thought

it a waste of limited room and, in
addition, believed that more work could
be accomplished in the engineering
group without such obstacles to in-
formal communication.

The electrical engineers had enjoyed
unusually good office space in the re-
search building; the loss of those physi-
cal comforts had been one of their ob-
jections to the consolidation of the
engineering departments. After a dis-
cussion of several weeks and in spite of
his inability to give enclosed offices to
other engineers, the head of the indus-
trial engineers gave the electrical en-
gineers the office arrangements they
desired. Kirkland did not question or
overrule this decision.

Do you agree with the apparent as-
sumption of Kirkland that physical
consolidation would encourage inter-
action among the engineering groups?
What is the hazard implicit in deferring
to the electrical engineers' assumed
superiority and tacitly allowing them
to acquire offices denied to the other
engineers? Was the head of the indus-
trial engineers astute in his decision
to recognize the sentiments of the elec-
trical engineers and give them enclosed
space, or insensitive to the impact of
this decision on other engineering
groups? What steps should Kirkland
have taken to minimize this impact?

Kirkland set out to complete unifi-
cation by developing and promoting
departmental and professional pride,
by establishing yardsticks for appraisal
of results, by providing incentives for
outstanding work, and by personally
and forcefully presenting the point of
view of the combined engineering
groups in all top-management discus-
sions which involved engineering func-
tions. He held numerous dinner meet-
ings at a downtown hotel, at which all
engineering employees were present.
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and he discussed departmental engi-
neering issues with the groups at this
time. He made daily effort to become
acquainted with all the engineers, with
the plant and its procedures, with the
key men in the research department
and in the factory, and he dealt person-
ally with situations which caused con-
fusion and conflict.

What is the significance of these vari-
ous moves by Kirkland? How are they
different from Gardner's? Was Kirk-
land proceeding on the assumption
that his job was to lead, not to direct,
to review suggestions and not neces-
sarily originate them, and to bring
about a meeting of minds both within
and without the department? He seems
to have assumed that his subordinates
were technically capable of contributing
to the company and that his job was
primarily to give them a chance to do
so. If a defect in the organization tem-
porarily prevented them from so con-
tributing, it was their joint task to find
a way to break the jam. Perhaps he as-
sumed, as well, that his men wanted as
much as he to be productive and effi-
cient. He gave individuals opportuni-
ties for personal development and rec-
ognition and enabled them to preserve
their individuality while working with-
in a group.

Kirkland arranged frequent joint
conferences with his four subordinate
engineering heads. He discussed the
problems that arose in their work, and
together the men reviewed the areas in
which inefficiency and disagreement
had arisen in the past. They attempted
to formulate the best procedures to
follow in the future. He took all four
men completely into his confidence
with respect to departmental problems
and proved himself receptive to the
ideas and opinions of other engineers.
Outside the department he followed up

faithfully the decisions reached in de-
partmental conferences. He required
his group leaders to help clarify the
interrelationships between the engi-
neering groups. He made it clear that
the achievement of all the engineers
would be recognized and made the ba-
sis for promotion, and he tried to get
to know the engineers personally.

Kirkland seems to have assumed
that collaborative effort on statements
of policy and procedure would yield
better results than individually con-
ceived directives of the chief. He be-
trayed a genuine humility in the pres-
ence of his subordinates, and he showed
a willingness to listen to and accept
their contributions toward the objec-
tives of the group. Perhaps he knew
the effect on morale of such an atti-
tude. He seems to have been aware
that genuine interest by supervisors in
subordinates has a positive effect on the
individual and on the organization.

In addition to the problem of merg-
ing the engineering groups, Kirkland
faced immediately the need for proper
division of responsibilities for experi-
mental production among engineering,
production, and research departments.
There had long been a question in the
company regarding the responsibility
for experimental production. When
should the production department and
the engineering group take over from
the research department? Kirkland and
the director of research spent a consid-
erable time together in the experi-
mental laboratory and factory discus-
sing ways and means of translating new
products into full-scale factory produc-
tion. When a specific issue arose in a
day's work, the subordinate engineers
and the subordinate research physicists
brought it to the joint attention of the
two chiefs who, if possible, tried to
formulate a plan from the one event
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that might be applicable to future
situations. Both men realized that the
lesearch group had the assigned respon-
sibility of development until products
were being smoothly produced in the
factory and that the engineering groups
were obligated to furnish services re-
quired by the research men in carrying
out their jobs.

Conflicts between engineering and
research could easily have arisen from
differences in the backgrounds and ba-
sic interests of the groups concerned.
Instead of trying, like Gardner, to re-
solve the differences in advance in terms
of abstract policies and to mark out
clearly defined areas for each depart-
ment, Kirkland and the director of re-
search built from particular situations
toward general rules. The two men
focused their attention on getting par-
ticular jobs done, allowing the problem
being solved to determine the specific
responsibilities and rules for each
group. The two men worked perhaps
on the assumption that by solving to-
gether particular difficulties their groups
might better understand the place that
each deserved in the whole. Thus, final
lists of functions and responsibilities
growing out of this type of relation-
ship could be based on experience
rather than theory.

We have been exploring the actions
of three new executives, all presum-
ably intelligent men. Many questions
have come to mind, which perhaps have
seemed quite obvious. But they appar-
ently were not uniformly asked by the
men concerned. We, as readers, have

had the advantages of simplification
and objectivity. That is why it can do
no harm, and why rather it may be of
much help, to become conscious of the
kind of questions which need to be
asked in these or similar circumstances.
Once conscious of the problems in-
volved, and of their significant relation
to underlying attitudes and assump-
tions, the intelligent executive is far on
his way to achieving desirable solutions.

It is in the same spirit that the fol-
lowing questions, by this time also quite
obvious, are made explicit by way of
conclusion:

Can there be any doubt in your mind
that Kirkland is a more successful ex-
ecutive than either Gardner or Post?
What do you think is the basis of his
success? Is it the difference in the as-
sumptions he makes regarding other
people? Is it a difference in the atti-
tude which he takes throughout — in
speaking, in writing, and in behavior?
Does it seem desirable to take an in-
terest in other people or groups with
whom one must work? Is it wise to take
account of their status in the organiza-
tion and of their attitudes toward one-
self and toward each other? Does it seem
important to consider the assumptions
upon which they appear to be working,
as well as to consider one's own? Does
the comparative study of these cases give
you any clues as to how executives, de-
partment heads, or staff groups like to
be treated? Do these accounts of others'
experiences give you any insight into
the ways of developing cooperative
efforts between people and depart-
ments?






